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WHEN IS THE GRASS GREENER?- DIVERGENT PERCEPTIONS
OF COMMUNITY IN THREE SMALL COLORADO TOWN

Introduition: The Problem

Studieseaddressing the problem otl"resident perseptions of 'Com-l4,,
4

*

munity generally fodus on the adult populations of target communities.

An underlying assuiption s;ems to e that theessential actors of

t
community settings are adult residents and that4Younger members of

communitiea are dependents not only financially bui also in terms

of community perceptions. It seems apparent, hdwever, that perceptions

Pf..communitysituatiOn are _important, from adolescent as well as adult

viewpoints.

Owe common-sense level we knoW that adolescent and adult tastes

and interests-diverge along many points. Styles of dress, recrea-

tional\Oreferences, artistic appreciation, and even vocabularies notice-

ably differ between adults and younger persons within the same social

settings. One could argue, therefore, that perceptions of community
1

situation would also be likely to differ along age lines.

'On,a more abstract level, community theory deals with problems of-
.

the perpetuation and maintenance of community over time where com-,

munity is seen as preceding and persisting beyond', individual members.

Central to thig conceptualization is the socialization process of

younger potential community actors, whereby community values-and norms

are passed from generation to generation. More sPecifically, it may

be argued that de study.ofcommmnity should be concerned ,pith 'analysis

of community formation, maintenance, alteration, and abandonment.
2

4
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The present emphasis on the divergence of adolescent and adult

definitions of community situation is especially relevant to the last

three mentioned components of theoretical concern. Maintenance of

community involves, among other things,4the ability of citizens to

perpetuate ongoing patterns and relationships. Such a social pro -

cess requires the apeialization and integration of neW-alembers into

the existing system and as such depends largely upon mutual definitions

3
Of commqnity situation. Divergent perceptions, of course, may not

necessarily disrupt community but rather be precursory to alteration

f community situation. As old members become less active and in-

fluential in the community, new memberp, with varying viewpoints be-

come major actors (assuming they do not decide to abandon the present
\J.

community for alternative situations) and through their definitions.

of community situation transform the community accordingly.

The possibility of abandonment of-cothmunity is a very practical

:reason for being concerned with adolescent amiell as adult percep-

-tiOns. Many smaller communities have experienced attrition through
C.

outmigration-of younger adults intent upon settling in more urban

settings.
4

Although ritchof the literiture dealing with the decline

of communities emphasizes economic push or pull factors, it is con-
ic

tended here that it is also important to,explore younger citizens'

definitions of their present community situation.

The purpose of the present paper is to report some of the find-

ings from,a study which examines adolescent and adult evaluative

reactions to their community situation in three small Coloradoditowns.



Empirical focus'Is upon delineating specific community aspects'which

evoke 4ifferehtial perceptions tetween subgroups within aucteacrosa

community lettings. As such, thIs:research is more exploratory in

character than an e rcize in hypothesis testing. However, an under-

17ing hypothesis remains implicit throughout., I. .1 eclat and ado-

,lescent definitions of community situation diverge.,

ihe Data

Sub acts. Data were7t-Jbtained in 1971 from surveys_ of a sample

of 265 adults and 179 high school students from three small Coldrado

towns. The entire junior class from each of the community high schools

comprise the adolescent sub-sample, while random sampling preedures
,.,

X"providethe adult sub-samplf.

Research Site. Del Norte, Alspen, and Craig, Colorado were selected

for the present study. Several characteristics of these locations

prompted their selection.00Each is relatively small, under 51000 pop-

ulation and isolated from larger urban areas. None of the commfinities

are economically dependent_upon a single source of revenue and all

are goveNnmantli. seats of their respective counties. Finally, the

three towns have experienced divergent rates of growth in the past

ade: Del NOrte lost 155% of its populatioh; Aspen grew by 11a.3%,

and Craig remained relatively stable, gaining 5.5% in pooulation.5-

A brief descriptive sketch of,each town fo1

Del Norte is located in the San Luis Valley of south central

RN1GV1



colorado'about 170 miles from Dehver., The-town is situated in a high

mountainNalley area at..an elevation of 7087 feet surrounded ber dry
.0 A.

sage flats with occasional outcroppings of granite tors. Founded in

1860, Del Norte is one of Colorado's oldest towns and was a rendemous
_

.point for freighters hauling supplies-from the eastern slope of the
0 .

Rockies to the_mines of the San Juan Mountains. Today, this county

fl

seat is largely dependent upon agriculture and tourism'as sources of
4

Idd II "

income. Crops of potatoes barley, lettuce,and wool are produced in

the surrounding area. Most of the tourism trade is from those who

stop for services (lodging, food, gas) enroute_to surrounding attrac-

tions, which include the Rio Grande National Forest, the Great Sand

Dunes National, Monument, and fishing-and huntitig sites.

Ths seat of Plain County, Aspen is located in the central part

of the state about 170 miles from Denver. It sits in a picturesque

valley at 7,908 feet surrounded by developed ski slOpes.. Toward the

end pf,the nineteenth century the town was a mining camp serving

prOductive silver mines in the surrounding mountains. More recently,

Aspen has become best known for its recreational and cultural attrac-

tions. Many skiefs visit the slopes of Aspen Mountain, Buttermilk-.

Tieback ,,and Snowmass during the winter months. In the summer a wide

range of cu .aural and educational activities continues to draw large

numbers of people, The Aspen Music School, the American Theatre

Institute, the Writer's Workshop, and the Institute for Humsnistic

Studies are soMe of the cultural groups which are locally active,
1

In addition to the eational and cultural setting, it is a fashion-
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;amble- pertinent residence place for persons of wealth and/or national

joilminance.

Located in the north western par; of Colorado, 211 miles from
i

Denver, Craig is in a terrain of plateaus and messes. The Moffat

Railroad, whitl made the town a western terminus in,the-early part of
G

the century,' Played an impPrtent role in the-community's development,-
,:.:.

4
ellOwing it to beeomen major shipping point of the state for cattle,

"peep, and farm products !Besides agriculture and livestock, Craig's

I--

economic base is bolstered,brtlneral production (oil, natural, ges,

and coal), recreational ectiVities (fishing and hunting), and tourist

through-traffic.

The dependent variable is the evaluative d'imension of definitions
* \

of community sit ation. Operationally, the evaluative dimenelon is

determined byrespondent scores on a. 20-item Community Evaluation

Scale ;(Appendix A).
6

,,Individual scores based upon responses to "agree,"

"disagree, and-"tot sure," are suMMed and averaged provilmg a mean

community evaluation store. Items are coded from 3 to 1, indicating a

favorable; neutral or negative response.- Mean scores of groupings of
4

individual means provide-aggregate scores where-" 4OQ is the most he-ft

gative respon*while 3.00 is the most positive evaluative response

possible.

FindIga
II

ColScoresmmunit_Eve. The data appear to offer,

*
strong

0
support for the suggestion that adoldscentS and adults diverges

in their evaluative responses to their community situation. As
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fleeted' by,Tablefl, when all communities are viewed together, the

student mean communityevaluation scale score (1.89) is substan-
.

tially lower than the adult resident score'(2.23), e.g., adoles-

cents react, overall., substaatially less positively toward their present
O

communities than their adult neighbers.

[ Table 1 about here

Viewing the data for `each; community reveals,a modified picture

where the differences noted pooled sub-samples remainAm

Del Norte and Craig, butiii-Sapipear'in Aspen Table 2). uCompound-!ng

these findings, is the observation that there are major differet.ces in
d .44

evaluative responses between communities among the adult and student

sub-samples (Table 3). That is, studenps in-Del Norte and Craig re-

spond markedly lower in evaluations than do Aspen students: -The

alult responses, on the ot4er hand, show Del Norte subjects as much more

negative thceommunity evaluation than either Aspen or Craig adults.

This situation suggests two related questions. First, what specific

aspects' of community are differentially perceived by adults andyStu-

dents in each target community? And second,Ao these perceptual dif-

ferences relate to localempirical referents? The remainder of the

date analysis will be devoted to these questions.

[ Tables 2 and 3 about here ]

DifferentialEvaluecificCommunitAsects. As has

been discussed in -some detailist several etudies1 scales constructs Id

with the intention of determining levels of community satisfaction can

not be unidimensional in nature. Knop and Stewart (1973) present

the argument that the value of community satisfaction scales in cotri
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pa ative_resevrch is dubious, to:r.say-the'least, in view"of the variety

of possible existing circumstances in any given community at any given

time.
i

What may be a,salient issue, in community A may not,be so impot-:

tant an issue to residents cn community B. Likewise, within 'coMOmnities,

_ .

different life circumstances result in differintial pezpeptisins of-;what

aspects of co7 unit; are rele-Vdettto different persons. The-poinemade

by these authors is that scales which att pt tajprovide a single lin-

ear measure of community satisfaction ar bound to. fallahoft,of,,their

objectiVe. -Witlithese shortcomings ip?mind,-the faloifing
t '

mains largely exploratory, using scale items as indicators

effort re-

of specific

community elements pqtentiallY.differentially perceived by residents".

' What might be considerecia weakness ofithe sj:dale'rep,tdingcunitarT

indications of "community satisfaction," mo74-this the tner hand

be considered useful for delineating divergent interests and percep-

tions, the task to which the discussion now turns.

Table 4 presents the mean scores per item'for,adults and,students

in each community with the results of T Tests-for differences between

means.

[ Table 4 about h

The results presented ii0able'4 proVide some interesting findings.)

-erhapsthe most importa.lt observation is that there is much more di-

yergence between Adult and student responses in Aspen than indicated

-by the mean community (valuation scale scores.) Thelreason the scale

scores fail to register any major difference between Aspen adult and

student scores is because, unlikeAhe Del Norte or £raig experiences,

0

t.



those items reflecting marked differences are not consistently positive

or negative for either adults or students." Students react more favor-

.ably on ten.of-the twenty items, including four of the ten items re -.

stating in statistically significant, variance. Del Norte studAts on

the other hand, react more "favorably than adults on on/g. 5 items, none

of which ,are significant, while Craig studentSrespondmore favorably

on none of the 20 items.

Thus, it appears,as if Aspen student responses do not converge

with adult responses when specifib scale items are viewed. The fact

that Aspen students and adult's diverge in an inconsistent. evaluative

manner accounts for the earlier.findihgs of no difference. The ana-4 - '
lytical question becomes, Why do Aspen adults and students differ in

evaluative responses across items when the Del Norte sid Craig resultS

reflect consistent negative responses by students? A:Tore predise look

at the specific items illiciting the greatest variance in responses

may offer some suggestionS.

Table 5 has been created bi ranking items from the community

evaluation scale according to the amount of divergence between-adult
44...Z44"

and'student responses. The first rank reflectsthe largest T value

for the difference between mean item scores, the second rank, the next

higher T-value, and so on. Only those items illiciting'significant

differences (V.05) are reported in Table 5. Because of thesimilar-
P

ltiesreflected by the Del Norte and Craig results these two commun-

ities will be discussed separately from Aspen.

Table ,5 about here)

c.

V

1:4



Dei.Norte and CraiK. Table 5-a further summarizes the 'eta from

Craig and Del Norte by allowing comparison of those items w ich'rank

highestaccording to T valUes.
8

The seven items which result in sta-
.

tisticaily significant differences between adult and student responses

in Del Norte provide the base units of cOmpaTison.9 Also presented:,,

in this table (in the laat'four columns) is the ranking of items ac-

cording' to mean scores for the subgroopswithin,each coftunity. Such

ran king, herewith labeled vertical ranking, provides some idea of how

the specific items are perceived by the respondents relative to all

other items in the scale.,' Thus, an item assigned-a vertical ranking

of 1 in the Del Norte student column indicates-that the item received

the lowestiiean score of the twenty scale items responded to by Del

Norte students.
10

[ Table 5a about here-I

It is immediately evident that thereisa great sipilaritY be

tween Del Norte and Craig,in the items which rank higheet,in adult/

student divergence. The seven high=ranking items from the Del Norte

all fall within the eight highest ranking items from the Craig results

suggesting that specific elements which occur in both communities 11-

licit similar differential,evaluative responses between adults std.

adolescents.

Two genera/ categories of community characteristics are discern-

able from the seven Its listed in Table 5Ai first, items dealing

with the level of interest associated wIth'living in a community re-

presented by items 15 (interesting place "to live) and 19 (recreation

1,

9
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and entertainment);
11

and second, items having to do with what might be

called the social climate of the community. Such items refer to the

degree of social restrictiveness and cohesiveness perceivedjn coca-
h

mnnities (tolerancy, cooperation, consensus, community.spirit, and

leadership).

The items indicating the level of interest of living in a coMMnn-
__

ity appear to be major%sources of variationbetweenadults and students.

The "interesting place-to live item reflects the greatest differen-

tial perceptions for both Del Norte and Craig, Oldie the: "recreation

and entertainment" item ranks third and seventh respectively in T

values. Further evidence of the importance of this factor can be seen

in the vertical ranking of these items in the two communities. Adults,

in both Del Norte ani Craig rank item 15jinteresting place to live)

high relative to other scale items(ranked 13 and 14) indicating that

they find their community situation interesting; while the student re-
,

sponses suggest that these community situations are perc'eived as quite

7
boring to adolescents (ranked 3 b4 both subgroups). Concerning recre--

,ation opportunities in the two towns, adults respond rather negatively

(vertical ranking of 5 for Del Norte and 7 for Craig), with students

ranking this item, lowet'than any other item (ranked 1 In both cases)

These findings suggest that adolescent and adult definItiona of the

"boringness" of their Community situation vary both 'relative to how

this aspect of community competes with other coMmunity qualitlearld

across the agejines. Recreation and entertainment eValnations, al-

though varying across age lines, is seen by both adults and students



in these communities-negatively-compared with other community charac-4,

teristics.

jbcart,,be argued, bsaed upon these data, that for adults, recrea-

tion and entertainment opportunities dp not necessarily determine theP

perceived level of interest associated with living_in a particular

community. Evidently, a community maybe defined as interesting for

'reasons other-than leisure-time activities. For adolescents on the

other hand,there may be an association-between perceptions of "boring'-

ness0 and the availability Of recreational or entertainment facillties.

The second general category of community factors which results in

divergent perceptions can be characterized as a type of social atmos-

phere dimension of community. While not so easily classified as items

referring to the level of interest associated with liVing in a community,

social atmosphere items include the social relationships and attitudes

of members of the community, as opposed to ecological, consumptive,

productive, or recreational factors:12 -The items included in this

ratego are: 18. People are strict and straight-laced.

13. People do all they can to help.

17. It is difficult to get'people to agree.

4. Coihmunity Spirit is high.

I. Leaders are doing a good job.

As noted in Table 5a, these items prompt quite similar responses in both

communities. The ranking by degree of variance between adults and stu-

dents (columns 1 and 2, Table 5a) is quite close, as is the vertical

ranking by both adults and students.

1 '2



41, Thug, for Del Norte and Craig, the data indicates that adoles-
^

cent and adult*definitions diverge substantially regarding social

atmosphere. Adolescents from these communities do not define the so-

cial situation in the communities as positively as do their adult

counterparts. Younger residents tend to see the people of the com-

munity as restrictive, uncooperative, lacking in community spirit,

and not doing. a particularly good job of administering the community

affairs, while adults generally have a more positive view of their

fellow residents. Combining this with the observation that adoles-

cents also find their' communities boring places to live, we get a

more precise.picture of those elements of community experience which

are divergently defined by adults and students. But as mentioned,

the Aspen experience results in a much different set of definitional

outcomes. Before drawing too many conclusions from Craig and Del
P

Norte findings, we must take a closer look at what occurs in Aspen.

Aspen. As already made clear, the Aspen resultwdo not coin-

cide with those of Del Norte and Craig. Table 5b summarizes the Aspen

results for items reflecting statistically significant differences

(p.05) between adult and student mean scores, including the vertical

ranking of these items for adults and students.

1 Table '51) 'about here I

TheAspen results reveal that four of the ten items are scored

higher by students. The items do not fall into readily categoriz-

able subsets, and, with the exception of definitions of the level c:
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interest associated with living in the community discussed earlier,

there is little resemblance to the results for Craig and Del Norte.

Categorization of items, even when the direction of the diffeten-

tial xesulteis taken into consideration, proves to_be problematic. 13

Unlike Del Norte at Craig results, differences between adult and

student subjects cut across a variety of types of items. The one

conclusion which can be drawn from the data, however, is that the

variation noted between adults and students is largely a function of

adult fluxuations on specific items, while student responses remain

relatively consistent across items. However, the original contention

that adults and students would differ in perceptions of community is

still supported by the data.

Discussion

Ttio. fojgoing findings suggest that adults and adolescents tend

to differentially react to certain aspects of their community situ-

ation, However, it is also evident that age as a factor in itself is

insufficient to4tredict the general evaluative direction of respon-

ses. Although two of the target communities reflected definite neg-

ative student reactions compared to adult responses, the Aspen sub-

jects displayed, overall, a rather closely matched outcome. Such

findings lead to questions of what community factors impinge upon the

particular subgroup evaluative responses. That is, are there char-

acteristics of these towns which may help explain the differences

noted 4the data? Although one could suggest any number of poten-

I) 5
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tial influencing aspects of- -these communities, three setting factors
14

are pursued in some detail as possible underlying sources of evalua-

tive divergence: recreation, and entertainment opportunities, age,
*

structure, and growth rates of the target towns.'

Recreation and entertainment. As noted, a major source of

iation between adult and student perceptions relates to recreational and

entertainment opportunities. In each community adults respond to this

item much more positively than 'do the students, although differences,

amoung adult responses between cOmmuniies is also evident,(Table 4),.

Of the adults, those from Aspen react most favorably to this item and

ASpen students, although scoring lower than AsPen adults, still eval-

uate recreational and entertainment aspects-of their' community higher

than either adults or students from the other two communities. This

is not surprising. Aspen, as portrayed earlier, is both a recreational

and a cultural center. The fact that the adult population in Aspen

has a higher than average number of years of schooling (14.4: as com-

pared to 12.1 for Del Norte, and 12.2 for Craig)
15

suggests why the

cultural aspects of the community are appealing, while the younger age

structure sugiests why the skiing and outdoor related activities might

be popular.
16

Despite the importance of recreational and entertainment

aspects of community, the observation that Craig adults evaluate their

community situation positively in most respects indicates that this is

not necessarily always a major concern to adult citizens.,

Akesicture. It can be argued that the distribution of in-

dividual attributes (such as age) in a collectivity may have an effect
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on the behaviors of those who possess these attributes,'
7

Age dis-

tribution in a community, then, may have a differintial impact on

`members according to their age. With this in mind, the age structure

d7as derive from census data for each community indicates that Del

Norte is characterized by larger families (given the greater percen-7

tage in he under 18 category) and more persons of retirement age

than is the case for the other communities (Table 6). Aspen, on the

other hand, is largely comprised of working vkge members (70.4%)

with relatively few older citizens (3.2%) and fewer children than

either of the other communities.-

[ Table 6 about here ]

Adults in Aspen are relatively young (m dian age is 26.4) in compar-

ison to Del Norte and Craig adults (with median ages of 28.0 and 29.3).

Also, as has been,showu elsewhere, the younger adults in Aspen are

more positive in their evaluations than the older adults. 18 Thus,

it is possible that the youth of Aspen identify with the younger adults

in the community, sharing their positive community definitions. The

Del Norte experience, on the other hand, is characterized by a pop-

ulation with fewer young adults, many of whom are unhappy with the

community situation, perhaps contributing to the negative student re-

sponses. The development of such an argent loses strength, however,

with the Craig results. Here we find that despite the tact that

young adults react positively to their community ;ompared to Del

Norte young adults, the Craig student, subjects respond even more

negatively than Del Norte student subjects.

t ) 1
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It is still possible, however, that age structure may affect

adolescent definitions independently of adult perceptions. The

existance of a relatively young adult population, as in Aspen,

conceivably could be responsible in part for a more favorable social

situation for adolescents than would be older age distribution, as in

Del Norte and Craig. '1)

Growth rates. The final setting factor'to be considered

relation to adult and student variations_in evaluation of their

0
communities is the rate and direction of population change. We recall

that Del Norte is characterized bra declining population, Craig a

,relatively stable population, and Aspen a rapidly growing population.

Because of the differences in other variables, especially those unique

aspects of Aspen addressed under the topic of recreation and entertain-

ment, it is. difficult to draw inferences about the impact of growth

or decline by-comparing these communities. However, the impact of

growth rates upon other dimensions of the community which in turn may

affect evaluations of the community are more easily discernable.

The most obvious,impact is on the age' distribution already dis-

cussed. Rapid growth, as in Aspen, is characterized by inmigration

of the younger, more mobile ipersOns, skewing the age structure toard a

predominance of younger citizen. Rapidly declining communities are

characterized by the outmigration of the younger citizens, leaving

the older and less mobile people in the communities. And as mentioned,

the resulting age structure may be considered as an ele of the

evaluation processes of residents.

(1 1 8
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The inevitable issue emerges, however, of the direction of the

,

-relationship between growth and evaluations. Do residents leave or

stay because of their evaluative perceptions or do evaluations arise

as a function of the growth or decline pattirns? The present data is

j
insufficient to empirically pursue this line of question g, but it

seems likely that the relationship is in both directions. That is,

populationlgroWth or decline is probably at-the same time a function

of and influence on individual perceptions. Such assertions, however,

remain to idik explored further.

Although the findings of this study raise more questions than they

answer, a cent714beervation becomes discernable:

need to take into account both the objecIe natureq,f community

circumstances and the subjective definitions of actors: ,Regardless\
(

of the sophistication of our techniques for delineating various

structural components of community settings, knowledge of the perceptions

community researches'

I

of those living in these settings is of equal importance. Structural

dimensions do not' in themselves insure Oredittion of the direction or

content of perceptions of'residents, rather such dimensions provide

social scientists with suspected points of variance between definitions

of community situation.

Nft)1'

1
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End Notes

1. Although there' has

adolescent aspirations (for

4968, Sewell and Orenstein,

4

been considerable attention paid to

example, Grigg,a0.4 Middleton, 1960; Lane,

`1965; Campbell and Alexander, 1965; and
j

Boyle, -1966), such studies are not ,concerned with perceptions

community situations.

2. See Knop (1975) for a discussion of the-conceptual Problems

associated with the concept of commdnity.

3, Mutuality is referred-teln terms of evaluation of community

situation as a whole andildoes not mean to imply the need
,

to agree on

specific isaues Indeed, it can be argued that divergent Interests

cutting across a variety of issues lead to a more sta14&,"maintenance"

situation than an overlap ing covergence of:views on issues which

may become entrenched and unamendable to change.

A. See, for example, Simon and Gagnon (1960), Eug itt (1971),

or Beale (1969, 1972, 1974).

5. The possible relationship between growth and evaluations o

community will be in some detail later in this paper.

6. The team Community Evaluation. Scale is the authos's, although

the scale itself evolved from community satisfaction research efforts

0

(Davies, 1945; Schulze, et al., 1963; lesser, 1967) and is generally

referred to as a Community Satisfaction Scale. The emphasis on evaluation

rather than "satisfaction" in the present research prompted the

decision for the label.

7. Rojeck et al. (1975) offers a recent review of some of the
of

methodological and conceptual problems associated with community

satisfaction scales. See also Knop and Stewart (1973),



. The magnitude of1values indicatethe degree but not the

direction Of differential response. Because the Del Norte and Craig

results.for students and adults are characterized by unidirectional

responses (i.e., students score consistently lower than adults) this

is aut a problem in interpretation. DireCtion will be treated more

explicitly with the Aspen data.

9, Because the Craig results show statistically significant

differences on 17 of the 20 items, it was decided to focus on'only the

most extremely differentiated items. As will be-shown, the -even

statistically significant items from the Del Norte results correspond

to the most divergent responses from Craig, indicating that these

items are of specific importance for further scrutiny.

10. Ranking items ICcording,to mean scores is useful for assessing

how subgroups within each community view separate scale items relative
Vu

to the other scale items. As a device for.:, comparing results across

it

situations, the reader must beware of inferring that similar rankings

mean equiValent responses. For instance, if student results show a

vertical ranking of 1 for the same item across the three communities

it is possible that the actual scores could be quite widely dispersed.

What such a result would indicate is that students in each community

perceive that particular item less favorably than the other items of

the scale. Whether students from Community Aare more or-less

favorable toward that community aspect than students from_Community B

Cannot be discerned.

11. Ttems are referred to by geueral"descriptive labels rather

%

than the exact wording used in questionnaire items (Appehdix'A) as a

matter of literary convenience. Item 15, for example, is "This is a

tii 7
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pretty boring place to live" on the actual scale, but for labeling

purposes is termed "interesting pia :4, live." Item 18 is "People

here are generally too strict and 'straight-laced" in the scale but

is labeled "tolerancy of people" throughout; the discussion.

12. Although there are other-items which could be labeled "social

at-ospher0, aspects of community (Items 6, 7, 9, and my which .do not

result in statistically significant differentiation between adults and

students in Del Norte and Craig, what is more important is the fact

that none of the eight items related to economic or convenience aspects

of community (Items 2, 3, 5, 8, 11, 14, and 20) are among the top

ranked T-values.

13.- The direction of differential-results has been derived by

calculating the deviation of each item mean score from subgroup grand

mean scores (Deseran, 1975).

14. Setting factors refer to properties of locations to which all

members are exposed, i.e. historical, cultural, physical, or ecological

dimensions.

15. Figures are based upon the median school years completed for

persons 25 years and older, U.S: Bureau of the Census (1970).

16. Aspen adult responses to the recreation and entertainment item

by age group indicate that the most positive group is the 35-44,age

group with older groups being progressively less positive:

&Le Item Mean Scores

under 34 2.72
35-44 3.00
45-54 2.39
55-64 2.10
65+ 1.67

t

99
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17. Blau (1960) argues that individuals with a certain attribute

may manifest different behaviors as a function of the distribution of

the attribute in the ,collectivity.

18. The research project from which the present paper is taken

explores age differenCes in adults as sources of evaluative differentiation

(Deseran, 1975).

J
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Appendix A

Community Evaluation Scale

SOME OF YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT THIS TOWN: Please check whether you AGREE
or DISAGREE with each of the following:

1. Local leaders generally seem to be doing a good
job of running this community

2. The teachers here are every bit as good as
teachers anyplace

3. It costs too much to live here for what you
get

4. The "spirit" of this community is unusually
high

5. It is too difficult to get things repaired
adequately here

6. Those people who work hard for the community
do not get the recognition they deserve

7. People here are generally not very friendly
8. Medical care is very good in this town
9. This is a very wholesome place for raising

children
10. People here tend to dislike anything of a

progressive nature
11. Taxes are very reasonable here for what you

get in services
12. When community decisions are made, only the

opinions of a few people seem to count
13. Most people here will do all they can to help

you when you need it
14. People around here have to do without adequate

shopping facilities
15. This is a pretty boring place to live
16. Decent jobs are almost impossible to find here
17. It is difficult to get people here to agree on

anything
18. People here are generally too strict and

"straight-laced"
19. Recreation and entertainment opportunities

are very good here
20. The services the town provides (police,

schools, etc.) are generally very adequate

i

Not !As-
Agree Sure Agree



TABLE 1

T-Test for the Difference Between Community Evaluation Scale

Mean Scores for Adults and Students in All Communities

ye

N

Adults

2.23

265

30 8.56, p ADO

0 27

Students

1.89

179,

0



TABLE 2

T -Tests for the Differences Between Community Evaluation

Scale Mean Scores for Adults and Students in Each Community

Del Norte Aspen Craig

Adult Student Adult Student Adult Student

2.10 1.80 2.26 2.23 2.28 1.72

N 71 35 74 54 120 90

t = 3.97, p < .000 t .52,- p < L603 t 10.23, p < .000

')N



0

TABLE 3
4,

Analysis of Variance (Using)Scheffe Procedure*) of Adult and

Student Community Evaluation Scale Mean Scores Among Communities

Community F r *p
Homogeneous Subsets (3 im .05)

Del Norte 2.10 71 2=4.912 1. Del Norte

Adult Aspen 2.26 71i P,<.008 2. Craig, Aspen

Craig 2.28 121

Del Norte 1.80 35 1738.949 1. Craig, Del Norte ,

Student Aspen 2.23 54 P .000 2. Aspen

Craig 1.72 90

1()6,-)9
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TABLE 5b

T-Value Ranking and Vertical Ranking of Scale Items Resulting in the Greatest

Differences in Mean Item Scores for Adults and Students in Aspen

Item T-Value
.Rank

12. Democratic Decisions 1*

16. Jobs 2*

13. Helpfulness of people 3

15. Interesting place to live 4

11. Taxes 5

6. Recognition of work 6*

10. Progressive attitudes 7

8. Medical care 8

19. Recreation and entertainment 9

14. Shopping' facilities 10*

Vertical Rankin
Adults

2

3

15

19

7

6

17

16

4

Students

11**

9

8

14

1

10

5

13

11**

7

*Student mean score higher than
adult mean Score

**Tied ranks

Jr
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